It has become customary to judge the success of a society through the use of objective indicators, predominantly economic and social ones.
Background
Whilst national governments spend substantial amounts of money collecting and analysing economic (and, to a lesser extent, social and environmental) indicators, relatively little attention has been given to how citizens actually experience their lives.
In other words, much more is known about the material conditions of people's lives than about people's perceived quality of life, which we refer to as their 'well-being'.
The reliance on objective indicators of progress has recently been challenged by researchers in a number of behavioural and social-science disciplines (Layard, 2005; Diener & Seligman, 2004; Marks & Shah, 2005; Frey and Stutzer 2002) . These authors recommend that objective indicators be supplemented by subjective measures of how people experience their lives. The principal reason is that the objective indicators (e.g. GDP, wealth, consumption, crime rate, education) tend to be only relatively weakly associated with people's experiences, as measured by happiness or life satisfaction (Easterlin 2001; Donovan & Halpern, 2002; Helliwell, 2003; Helliwell & Putnam, 2005) . Indeed, there is evidence that in economically developed countries, increasing economic prosperity may even be associated with increasing rates of depression, divorce and suicide (Helliwell, 2007; Layard, 2005) .
Hence there is a need for reliable subjective indicators of well-being to provide a more complete picture, and one which can help to explain any disconnect between relative prosperity and high rates of individual and social problems. These reliable subjective indicators could be used to inform policy and to evaluate both secular change and the effects of new policies.
How good are standard measures of subjective well-being?
A major criticism of many of the surveys undertaken to date is that they tend to rely on single-item measures of life satisfaction or happiness, rather than more refined, multi-item measures. Although many of the world's largest surveys have used singleitem measures of subjective well-being (e.g. the World Values Survey, Eurobarometer, the first European Quality of Life Survey, ESS Rounds 1 and 2), it is known that single-item measures do not have high reliability, since responses are markedly influenced by contextual factors such as the preceding item. This has led to the development of a number of multi-item measures of satisfaction, of which the two best-known are the 5-item Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) of Diener (Diener et al., 1985; Pavot et al., 1991) and the 7-item Personal Well-being Index (PWI) developed by Cummins and colleagues (Cummins, 2003; Lau, 2005) .
While reliability is undoubtedly improved by these multi-item measures, a reliance on satisfaction measures to assess subjective well-being is problematic. Evaluating one's level of satisfaction with life in general, or with different domains of life (work, family, health, finance etc.) involves an implicit comparison of a person's current state against their expectations. Respondents may report a high level of satisfaction if they genuinely experience their life as going well, but they may also report a high level of satisfaction if their experience is far less positive, but their expectations are very low.
For this reason, the assessment of subjective well-being requires more direct measures of the respondent's current state, including questions about positive and negative mood. This has been recognised in a number of large surveys which supplement satisfaction questions with questions about mental state or affective symptoms, using measures such as the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ; Goldberg, 1978) , or the Centre for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D; Radloff, 1977) . However, even adding measures of affect to measures of satisfaction does not do full justice to the concept of well-being.
Well-being is a complex construct, worthy of a more nuanced definition and more detailed assessment. Recognition of the limitation of standard measures has led to a call by some distinguished psychologists for the development of a systematic set of subjective national indicators of well-being, or well-being accounts. In their seminal 2004 paper "Beyond Money: toward an economy of well-being" Diener and Seligman The Well-being Module created for Round 3 of the European Social Survey represents one of the first systematic attempts to develop a coherent set of subjective well-being measures for use in national and cross-national studies. A specific aim was to incorporate two distinct theoretical approaches to well-being: the hedonic approach, which is concerned with pleasure, enjoyment and satisfaction; and the eudaimonic approach, which is concerned with functioning and the realisation of our potential. Standard single-item measures of well-being are primarily hedonic in nature, as are the more detailed domain-specific measures which examine satisfaction in life domains such as work, finance, relationships and health (e.g. the Personal Well-being Index of Cummins, 2003) . In contrast, the eudaimonic perspective has its roots in Aristotle's work on the life well-lived, creating a bridge between the more private realm of personal happiness to the more public issues of competencies, freedoms and opportunities. These ideas have been powerfully elaborated in the work of Amartya Sen (1999) , which highlights the importance of individuals having the opportunities to develop their capabilities and function effectively.
The psychologist Sonja Lyubomirsky and her colleagues (2005) emphasize the importance of understanding well-being as an active process, and provide evidence that 'intentional activities', i.e. the behavioural, cognitive and motivational choices that we make, account for far more variance in the level of wellbeing between individuals than do external circumstances, at least in economicallydeveloped countries.
Other influential psychologists have also emphasised the functional aspects of wellbeing. They include Ryff, whose concept of psychological well-being derives from the eudaimonic perspective, and comprises six components: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relationships, purpose in life and self-acceptance (Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Singer, 1998) . Ryan & Deci (2001) regard autonomy, competence (similar to environmental mastery) and positive relationships as the basic psychological needs which must be met if we are to experience wellbeing. Seligman defines happiness as the combination of pleasure, engagement and meaning (Seligman, 2002) , identifying pleasure as the hedonic component and engagement and meaning as the eudaimonic components. The work of authors such as Amabile (Amabile et al., 1994) , Kashdan (Kashdan et al., 2004) and Vittersø (Vittersø et al., 2007) , examining the domains of engagement, interestingness and curiosity, can also be seen as central to a concept of well-being which focuses on 'doing' rather than 'being'.
Beyond the individual: measuring interpersonal and social well-being A further important aim of the ESS Well-being Module was to go beyond individualistic aspects of well-being, by incorporating measures of social or interpersonal well-being.
The way in which an individual relates to others and to their society is a key aspect of their subjective well-being. This is reflected in the extensive work on social capital, which links the level of a group's social connectedness to average levels of happiness and satisfaction, health and productivity (Putnam, 2000; Helliwell & Putnam, 2005) . Social capital research tends to use objective measures, although measures of social trust are subjective. The Well-being Module includes additional subjective measures of interpersonal experience and functioning in the social domain.
In light of the overwhelming evidence that our perceptions of interpersonal and social interactions play a crucial role in our well-being (e.g. House et al, 1988a House et al, , 1988b Huppert & Whittington, 2003) , there is evidence that social contribution, i.e.
giving to others, doing things for others or volunteering, may contribute more to our general well-being and even to our physical health, than receiving support (Brown, 2003; Brown et al., 2003; Post, 2005; Meier & Stutzer, 2008) . Additionally, the core notion of reciprocity in social exchange is incorporated in measures of interpersonal feeling and functioning (Siegrist, 2005) .
Conceptual framework
The different theoretical perspectives described above guided the development of a clear conceptual framework underpinning the ESS Well-being Module. This is represented in Table 1 . It is divided into two sections, corresponding to personal and inter-personal dimensions of well-being. Each of these is further sub-divided into feeling (being) and functioning (doing). Key well-being constructs are then listed within their appropriate domain. While this framework guided our choice of constructs and items, the extent to which these four broad domains are independent of one another remains an empirical question. We plan to investigate the psychometric properties of the Well-being Module using latent variable modelling, multilevel modelling and item response theory (IRT), which are the most appropriate methods for dealing with data with categorical response formats.
Item selection and refinement of the ESS Well-being Module
The overall aim and framework of this module may be readily specified, but the choice of specific concepts within the field of well-being, and the choice of specific items to measure these concepts, proved to be a major challenge. This is because there is not yet any consensus among psychologists about the components of well-
being, or what would constitute the "gold standard" for measuring well-being.
Nevertheless, there is a consensus that the measurement of well-being is important and should be undertaken in major surveys, all the while recognising that this is an emerging science .
Some investigators have adopted a very pragmatic approach to the assessment of well-being, using global life satisfaction and domain satisfaction as their key indicators (eg Cummins, 1997) . While a number of measures of satisfaction have been included in the ESS module (in addition to the global life satisfaction question found in the ESS core), we believe that an over-dependence on satisfaction measures is unwise, for the reasons outlined above.
By including in this module certain concepts that most investigators regard as being important aspects of well-being, whether conceived as components or precursors, we have tried to steer a course between the various pragmatic and theoretical approaches to well-being. In Round 3 of the ESS, new modules were restricted to 50 questions (although questions about jobs count as half, since they only apply to about half the population). It was therefore difficult to incorporate whole scales, and we had to be very selective about which items to choose. Where possible, we have used or adapted existing items, but in many cases we found that existing items did not express clearly and succinctly the concept that we were trying to measure, or that the way in which the question was worded would have led to difficulties in interpretation or translation. Accordingly, a number of items have been developed specifically for this survey. Full documentation concerning the origins of all items is available from the first author.
An exhaustive process of literature review, concept and item selection, followed by item refinement, was undertaken prior to the ESS Round 3 pilot study. Finally, in addition to items which were specifically designed to fit the conceptual framework described above, we have incorporated a number of supplementary items which we believe may have important effects on well-being. These include risk of unemployment, income comparisons, physical activity and feelings about watching 
Preliminary findings
To illustrate the type of information which can be obtained from the module, we have selected sample items from each of the domains in our conceptual framework which was outlined in Table 1 These findings confirm the relative independence of positive and negative affect (Diener et al., 1999; Huppert & Whittington, 2003) . It can be seen that France has a particular problem in this regard; fewer than half (47.5%) of the respondents in France report having time to do the things they enjoy.
On this index of well-being, Bulgaria and the Ukraine also do relatively poorly. On the other hand, people in Denmark do well, with 81.5% saying they have time to do the things they enjoy, followed by participants in Norway, the Netherlands and
Finland. An obvious explanation for the cross-national differences might be differences in the average numbers of hours worked per week. However, the average number of hours worked (for those in paid employment, and including overtime) is only modestly correlated with scores on this item (Spearman rho=-0.10).
The figure for average weekly hours worked ranges from 34.0 to 45.3, and the figure ** Note that data on low positive affect are not available for Hungary, since one of the positive affect items -you had a lot of energy -was not included in the Hungarian interviews.
for France is not very different to that for Denmark (38.4 and 37.3 respectively). A different explanation clearly needs to be sought for country differences in perceptions of how much time people have to enjoy their lives. These very large differences are not explained by cross-national differences in socio-demographic characteristics, hours worked or provision of informal care, although the differences are reduced when social trust is taken into account (Zimmermann & Huppert, In preparation) . Differences of the magnitude reported here are worthy of more detailed investigation in future work.
It can be seen from the above Figures that there is a fair amount of variation in the rank ordering of countries across the items selected from the Well-being Module. A regression analysis was run, using only country dummies, to establish the extent to which countries that score high on one of these well-being measures also score high on others. The results are presented in Table 2 . All of the variables in this table are coded such that higher numbers mean greater well-being. , so there is probably a bi-directional relationship. Overall, while the correlations in Table 2 are significant, their magnitude is only modest. This underlines the fact that while these measures have some commonality, it is valuable to use a range of measures which provide complementary information. Ongoing psychometric analyses will establish the number of relatively independent well-being factors which the items in the Well-being Module measure.
Finally, we look briefly at the relationship between the selected well-being items, gender and age. Table 3 shows that this relationship is complex. Women are more likely to report low well-being when it is assessed by depression and low positive affect, but are more likely to say they are treated with respect. Men are more likely to say they have time to do the things they enjoy and are also more likely to have done voluntary work. Table 3 also shows that depression and low positive affect increase with age in this European sample. Some other studies find that depression follows a hump-shaped function with age, and that positive affect, measured by a life satisfaction or happiness question, follows a U-shaped function with age (e.g. Blanchflower & Oswald, 2008; Singleton et al., 2001 ). Investigating differences in age profiles across studies is an important area for future research.
Other results in Table 3 are: having time to enjoy things is U-shaped with age, with younger and older people reporting more time than people in mid-career or of prime child-rearing age; being treated with respect increases linearly with age, which is an interesting, if surprising finding in view of concerns about age discrimination; and doing voluntary work is highest in the middle years, despite employment and childrearing responsibilities. This variety of relationships between age and various wellbeing items further underscores the value of using a range of measures to obtain a deeper understanding of well-being and the factors which influence it.
Conclusion
The new Well-being Module of the European Social Survey (ESS) provides an opportunity for a richly-textured description of how the citizens of Europe experience their lives. It complements more objective data on economic, social and environmental influences on well-being, which can be derived from other items within the ESS and from other data sources. We believe that the Well-being Module will provide invaluable information for behavioural and social scientists, and contribute to the development of policies and practices for enhancing well-being across Europe. Table 2 The correlation between country rankings for selected well-being items ( 
